M Gmail 



records, ccntJa^,TySur ow^sS “SLVtoiTlifme 

You said on June 18, with regard to the cost of compliance: 

The actual cost could be higher or lower based oh actual time spent by staff to fulfill the reouest Vnnr 

Sr !h over the span of 3 months oh the law S e eg sTa ly^ 

Limiting the scope of your request would likely reduce the amouht of staff time spent fumiling the 


I responded, that same day; 


What if it were limited to emails you received that mentioned the word budget? There is a verv simole wau tn rio thie 


You responded, also that day: 

You asked for all communications involving the state budget over a 3 Y 2 month oeriod Are vnji 
you are only looking for emails? Again, you asked if your request will result in a rost hiqher^than S25 

Request "" otherwise or change the scope or time frame of the 


I clarified, also on June 18: 


Yes, I am suggesting that you just look for emails, which ! imagine is the bulk of the contacts, I also suggested, for the 

sake of making it easier for you, that you just provide any documentation you have created that tabulates the input on the 
budget that you have received. 


To ^eoap: You expressly stated to me that the cost would be lower if) narrowed my request. I agreed to do so, and even 
suggested that the request could be satisfied by providing a tally of input you received. You then ignored that response 
and set out to maximize the amount that you could seek in response to my request. 

Please be aware that I have on many occasions received records from lawmakers regarding input they received and have 
never been charged a location fee of any amount. Are you arguing that your office uniquely lacks the competence to 



